REMARKS 

Upon entry of this Second Response, claims 2-8, 11, 14, 16-23 are pending in this 
application. Claims 8 and 1 8 have been directly amended herein, and claims 22 and 23 are 
newly added. Furthermore, claims 7, 8, 11, 14, and 16 have been allowed. 

It is believed that the foregoing amendments add no new matter to the present 
application. Examination, consideration, and allowance of the application and all presently 
pending claims are respectfully requested. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

The Office Action indicates that claims 5, 6, and 19-21 are objected to as being 
dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent 
form including all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. Each of 
the dependent claims 5, 6, and 19-21 depend from claim 2 or 17, which are allowable for at 
least the reasons set forth hereafter. Accordingly, dependent claims 5, 6, and 19-21 are 
allowable as a matter of law in their present form. In re Fine, 5 U.S.P.Q.2d 1596, 1600 (Fed. 
Cir. 1988). 

Response to §103 Rejections 

In order for a claim to be properly rejected under 35 U.S.C §103, the combined 

teachings of the prior art references must suggest all features of the claimed invention to one of 

ordinary skill in the art. See, e.g., In Re Dow Chemical Co., 837 F.2d 469, 5 U.S.P.Q.2d 1529, 

1531 (Fed. Cir. 1988), and In re Keller, 642 F.2d413,208 U.S.P.Q. 871,881 (C.C.P.A. 1981). 

In addition, "(t)he PTO has the burden under section 103 to establish a prima facie case of 

obviousness. It can satisfy this burden only by showing some objective teaching in the prior art 
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or that knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art would lead that 
individual to combine the relevant teachings of the references." In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 
U.S.P.Q.2d 1596, 1598 (Fed. Cir. 1988) (Citations omitted). 

Claim 2 

Claim 2 presently stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly unpatentable 
over Whitehorn (U.S. Patent Number 6,807,050) in view of Honda (U.S. Patent Number 
6,392,873) and in further view of Edwards (U.S. Patent Number 2,897,616). 

Applicant submits that the combination of Whitehorn, Honda, and Edwards is improper, 
and the rejection of claim 2, therefore, should be withdrawn for at least this reason. In this 
regard, the Patent Office can satisfy its burden of establishing a prima facie case of obviousness 
"only by showing some objective teaching in the prior art or that knowledge generally available 
to one of ordinary skill in the art would lead that individual to combine the relevant teachings of 
the references." In re Fine, 5 U.S. P.Q. 1596, 1598 (Fed. Cir. 1988). (Emphasis added). 

In rejecting Claim 2, it is asserted in the Office Action that: 

"Since it is inherent that Whitehorn would include a cable as taught 
by Honda, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to have modified the device in 
Whitehorn combined with Honda to have the handle to secure the cable 
extending from the display encasement as taught by the apparatus in 
Edwards for the purpose of providing a means for guiding the cable and to 
keep the slack portion of the cable away from the display encasement during 
usage of the display device." 

See Office Action, page 3. Applicant respectfully asserts that the alleged motivation for 
combining the select teachings of Edwards with the select teachings of Whitehorn and Honda is 
insufficient for supporting a rejection under 35 U.S.C. §103. 
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In this regard, there is nothing in the cited art to suggest that the "display encasement" 
allegedly taught by the select teachings of Whitehorn and Honda suffers from any apparent 
deficiency that would motivate one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the "display 
encasement" with the "means for guiding the cable" that is allegedly taught by Edwards. In 
particular, there is nothing in the cited art to indicate that the "display encasement" of Whitehorn 
suffers from any deficiency that would be alleviated by guiding the alleged cord and keeping the 
slack of the alleged cord "away from the display encasement," as alleged in the Office Action. 
Moreover, if there is no apparent disadvantage present in a particular prior art reference, then 
generally there can not be a motivation to combine the teaching of another reference with the 
particular prior art reference. Winner Int'l Royalty Corp. v. Wang, 202 F.3d 1340, 1349, 53 
U.S.P.Q.2d 1580 (Fed. Cir. 2000). Further, "Our case law makes clear that the best defense 
against the subtle but powerful attraction of a hindsight-based obviousness analysis is rigorous 
application of the requirement for a showing of the teaching or motivation to combine prior art 
references." In re Dembiczcak, 175 F.3d 994, 50U.S.P.Q.2d 1614, 1617 (Fed. Cir. 1999). 

In addition, when the cited art is properly viewed as a whole, it becomes readily 
apparent that the proffered reason for combining the select teachings of Edwards with the select 
teachings of Whitehorn and Honda is not properly based on the teachings of the cited art. 
Instead, such reason proffered is based on improper hindsight reconstruction of Applicant's 
invention. In this regard, one of ordinary skill in the art would realize that the purpose of 
guiding the cord in Edwards is to keep the cord from interfering with ironing operations as the 
iron is being swiped back and forth over the clothes being ironed. In fact, Edwards specifically 
teaches that the "ironing cord guide. . .will keep the slack portion of the cord away from the 
area of ironing operation, thereby preventing undue wear on the cord, and providing for more 
rapid and effective ironing on the part of the individual using the iron." Column 1, lines 29-33 
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(emphasis added). However, there are no ironing operations being performed using the "display 
encasement" of the alleged combination. Indeed, there is nothing in the cited art to suggest that 
the "display encasement" of Whitehorn is to be swiped back and forth during operation like the 
iron described by Edwards. Moreover, one of ordinary skill in the art, upon reading the cited art 
references, would realize that the motivations for using the "guide means" of Edwards are 
simply inapplicable to the alleged combination of Whitehorn and Honda. Accordingly, such a 
person of ordinary skill in the art would not be motivated to combine the select teachings of 
Edwards with the select teachings of Whitehorn and Honda. 

For at least the above reasons, Applicant respectfully asserts that the Office Action fails 
to establish a sufficient reason or motivation for combining Whitehorn, Honda, and Edwards. 
Accordingly, the 35 U.S.C. §103 rejection of claim 2 is improper and should be withdrawn. 

Claims 3-6, 22, and 23 

Claims 3-6 presently stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly unpatentable 
over Whitehorn in view of Honda and in further view of Edwards. Further, claims 22 and 23 
have been newly added via the amendments set forth herein. Applicant submits that pending 
dependent claims 3-6, 22, and 23 contain all features of their respective independent claim 2. 
Since claim 2 should be allowed, as submitted hereinabove, pending dependent claims 3-6, 22, 
and 23 should be allowed as a matter of law for at least this reason. In re Fine, 5 U.S.P.Q.2d 
1596, 1600 (Fed. Cir. 1988). 

Claim 17 

Claim 17 presently stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly unpatentable 
over Whitehorn in view of Honda and in further view of Edwards. Claim 17 reads as follows: 
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17. A method, comprising: 

pivotally attaching a handle to a display encasement; and 
securing a cable extending from the display encasement via the handle. 
(Emphasis added). 

For at least reasons similar to those set forth above in the arguments for allowance of claim 2, 
Applicant respectfully asserts that the combination fails to teach at least the features of claim 17 
highlighted hereinabove. Thus, the 35 U.S.C. §103 rejection of claim 17 should be withdrawn. 

Claim 18-21 

Claims 18-21 presently stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly unpatentable 
over Whitehorn in view of Honda and in further view of Edwards. Applicant submits that 
pending dependent claims 18-21 contain all features of its respective independent claim 17. 
Since claim 17 should be allowed, as submitted hereinabove, pending dependent claims 18-21 
should be allowed as a matter of law for at least this reason. In re Fine, 5 U.S.P.Q.2d 1596, 
1600 (Fed. Cir. 1988). 



11 



CONCLUSION 

Applicant respectfully requests that all outstanding objections and rejections be 
withdrawn and that this application and all presently pending claims be allowed to issue. If the 
Examiner has any questions or comments regarding Applicant's response, the Examiner is 
encouraged to telephone Applicant's undersigned counsel. 



Respectfully submitted, 

THOMAS, KAYDEN, HORSTEMEYER 
& RISLEY, L.L.P. 

By: (c( j.tn_ 

Ann I. Dennen 

Reg. No. 44,651 

(256) 704-3900 Ext. 101 



Intellectual Property Administration 
P.O. Box 272400 

Fort Collins, Colorado 80527-2400 
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